Abstract: Instituted in 2004, the Czech Republic research assessment has since changed on an annual basis. In this paper I examine how researchers in the Czech Republic negotiate research assessment. Using the concept of epistemic living spaces (Felt & Fochler, 2010; Felt, 2009 ), I first set in context the Czech research assessment system and second explore the micro-politics of resistance in which researchers engage in their daily conduct. Empirically, I draw on individual and group interviews carried out with Czech researchers in the humanities, social sciences and natural sciences, analyses of science policy documents including the Methodology for Evaluating Research, Development and Innovation Results, as well as public debates relating to research assessment, such as blogs and newspaper articles. The interviews were carried out between 2007 and 2010. Additional sources of data include participant observation at public events and seminars on the research and development system reform, research assessment and audit of the Czech system of research, development and innovation gathered between 2009 and 2011.
The research profession has not traditionally been the target of the study of workplace resistance. With the incursion of new forms of governmentality over the past thirty years, this has changed. In the West, the traditional notion of professional autonomy and self-governance has been eroded since the 1970s with the onset of new managerial regimes. As Deem, Hylliard, and Reed (2007) argue, the public sphere in general and public higher education and research in particular were subjected to new forms of managerialism. Charting a succession in the United Kingdom from post-war Neo-Corporativist Managerialism through NeoLiberal in the 1970s and 1980s to Neo-Technocratic Managerialism since the 1990s, the authors underscore a shift in the ideological dominance from professionals through markets to metrics. While the situation was arguably different in the former Eastern bloc countries, with the Communist Party exercising various degrees of control over individual disciplines and over time, the emphasis on markets and metrics has solidified since the 2000s. Indeed, the proliferation of various research assessment systems is in evidence across the globe, and the HUMAN AFFAIRS 24, 78-88, 2014 DOI: 10.2478 shift from measuring research performance in terms of input to output is one example of the changing forms of managerial control (Godin, 2002; Shore & Wright, 1999; Shore, 2008) . There is a growing body of literature examining the impact of this 'audit explosion' (Power, 2003) on epistemic practices, research careers as well as researchers' subjectivities. Contrary to frequent claims that these assessment exercises are value-free, neutral and objective, research has revealed the consequences of these measures, which are epistemic (Anderson, 2008; Gillies, 2008; Roa, Beggs, Williams, & Moller, 2009 ), organizational and individual, including affective and embodied (Chandler, Barry, & Clark 2002; Shore, 2008; Shore & Wright, 1999; Sparkes, 2007; Strathern, 2000; Wright n.d.) .
Scholars have been quick to note why it is difficult for the research community to challenge assessment systems. Resistance in science, as in other career professions, is difficult because it is based on a higher degree of individualism, self-management, autonomy, competitiveness and ambition (Anderson, 2008; Karreman & Alvesson, 2009 ). As Shore notes, "the values that most academics subscribe to (including self-discipline and a desire to produce quality research) have become instrumental in eliciting compliance and governing conduct" (Shore, 2008, p. 291) . On the other hand, the same desire to produce quality research and professional self-discipline may, in fact, function to interrogate assessment systems and uphold work ethics that subscribe to professional rather than managerialist forms of accountability. Indeed, with a degree of anti-establishmentarianism and inquisitiveness some researchers will even claim that ' [S] cientists are punks ' (McCook, 2011) .
To add to this line of research, I explore how researchers in the Czech Republic have responded to research assessment. Using the concept of epistemic living spaces (Felt & Fochler, 2012; Felt, 2009 ), I first set in context the Czech research assessment system and second explore the practices of researchers' adaptation. Empirically, I draw on individual and group interviews carried out with Czech researchers in the humanities, social sciences and natural sciences; analyses of science policy documents including the Methodology for Evaluating Research, Development and Innovation Results; as well as public debates relating to research assessment, such as blogs and newspaper articles. The interviews were carried out between 2007 and 2010. Additional sources of data include participant observation at public events and seminars on the research system reform, research assessment and audit of the Czech system of research, development and innovation gathered between 2009 and 2011.
Theorizing institutional change: quotidian, mundane and non-linear practices
Analyses of workplace change and resistance have shifted from conceptualizations of 'big', overt forms of resistance to quotidian resistance, stressing the everyday mundane, individualized modes of opposition (Prasad & Prasad, 2001; Prasad & Prasad, 2000; Smith, 2010; Thompson & Ackroyd, 1995) . Attention is thus paid to capillary exercises of power in the schizophrenic university (Shore, 2010) .
Another important shift in theorizing resistance is away from seeing researchers as recipients of externally imposed change. Rather, researchers are involved in a constant process of adaptation, subversion and re-inscription of dominant discourses and practices where they are "actors [that] have the leeway and flexibility to use their existing relations and understandings to incorporate, transform or resist new practices" (Lam, 2010, p. 310) . Along these lines, Bennett argues for the development of a "fuller and richer cartography of the spaces between total compliance and resistance" (Bennett, 1998, p. 169) . This approach thus accentuates actor choice and researchers' strategic action.
Changes in the research environment, of which external research assessment and stress on performativity are one example, are often conceptualized in terms of binaries-Mode 1 and 2 (Nowotny, Scott, & Gibbons, 2003) , academic and post-academic (Ziman, 2002, p. 412) . But rather than seeing the current changes as a linear, clearly bounded process, it is important to note that "changes in social conditions may determine which type becomes more dominant and which set of values gains greater legitimacy at any given time" (Lam, 2010, p. 332) . While some of the recent developments may appear to be altogether foreign to the traditional ethos of the research profession, changes and shifts do not create completely new values and ethics but rather alter the balance between existing ones. To underscore the competition between contrasting visions of the university driving academic activity in different-and increasingly contradictory-directions, Shore (2010) coins the term 'multiversity', where "conflicting institutional visions and managerial agendas are producing increasingly schizophrenic academic subjects" (Shore, 2010, p. 28) . Similarly, Lam discusses "complex dynamics of organizational change that permit the co-existence of contradictory institutional logics" (Lam, 2010, 308 ; see also Law, 1994, p. 219) . As Stöckelová argues, switching between these various regimes is an instrument of management and control, and "potentially also gross manipulation" (Stöckelová, 2009, p. 59) .
Czech research assessment: the context
Research assessment at the national level was quite late in coming to the Czech Republic. The immediate post-1989 period stressed autonomy and the gradual evolution of the system, away from the state dirigisme of the past. The first research exercise in the country was initiated by the Academy of Sciences, the main public research institution, in 1991/1992, as a means to right past wrongs when merit was not attributed by research quality but by allegiance to the communist party. This peer-review based assessment did not breed clashes because, in retrospective reflexion, it paid attention to different speeds of publishing, disciplinary epistemic styles, histories and prospects of research institutes and teams and so forth. After two rounds of this internal assessment, prominent representatives of the Academy were keen to initiate a metrics-based assessment at the national level (Linkova & Stockelova, 2012, p. 622) .
In 2004 the Council for Research and Development 2 instituted a judgmental (as opposed to a developmental) system of research performance assessment 3 based on the 4 This year has seen a complete overhaul of the system again. It will be based on a three pillar system. In the first, pillar points will continue to be allocated by type of publication output, the second pillar involves panel assessment of selected excellent results and the third pillar governs applied (nonpublication) types of results (with point allocations down compared to the previous Methodology). As other research studies have found elsewhere (Sauder & Espeland, 2009, p. 78) , most administrators and researchers initially ignored the research assessment when it was instituted in 2004. The few who were aware of it perceived it as an ever changing but essentially nonthreatening practice, irrelevant to how they approached their research work.
I'm one of the people who didn't even know there was something like an IF and that it was counted. If a person did research in a field where the core was happening to the west of us, you tried to publish there. (natural scientist)
One reason may be the research community's perceived professional insularity, vehemently claimed after 1989 and built strongly on self-governance and autonomy where peers and peers only are in a position to judge research quality and relevance. Related to this is the belief that peer review functions well and is the best instrument to arbitrate quality (cf. Weingart, 2005, p. 118) . It was only very gradually, when the points were to be translated into actual funding during a period of budgetary cuts that the research community started to voice its concerns, including the recognition that the seemingly objective, quantitative bibliometric measures were imprecise, crude and unfounded. The Czech research assessment system in epistemic living spaces
To frame my analysis I use Ulrike Felt's concept of epistemic living spaces (Felt, 2009) . Epistemic living spaces are researchers' individual and collective perceptions and narrative re-constructions of the structures, contexts, rationales, actors and values which mold, guide and delimit their potential actions, both in what they aim to know as well as in how they act in social contexts in science and beyond… The concept thus allows us to address the inextricable interdependence of epistemic practices, institutional rationales, individual biographical decisions, and political frameworks, which characterizes the lived experiential realities of researchers today (Felt & Fochler, 2012, pp. 4-5 ).
Felt's epistemic living spaces are organized around five dimensions: symbolic (values and modes of ordering, virtues and qualities such as excellence), the epistemic (which research questions are central, how knowledge should be produced, what constitutes good knowledge), spatial-material (material artefacts, geographic and symbolic maps, proximity and distance to center, tacit geographies), temporal (tempo of academic work, rhythm of evaluations and grant applications, time pressures) and social (modes of togetherness, collaboration, competition).
Before I turn to how researchers deal with research assessment, I will address here the policy framing of Czech research assessment organized around the five axes of the epistemic living spaces. In the symbolic dimension, the Czech research assessment system is firmly ordered around entrepreneurial values. With the motto "Science turns money into knowledge, innovation turns knowledge into money", the 2009 Research, Development and Innovation (RDI) Reform is clearly located in neo-liberal managerialist governmentality. The reform defines research 'excellence' in terms of very concrete outcomes (international IF publications and international patents and other applied results), and this is reflected in the Research Assessment Methodology. The stress on industry-academic links and the economic impact of research has also gained policy prominence in recent years.
On the epistemic level, good knowledge is that which produces Methodology points. Originally, the Methodology assumed that research was a level playing field and that all disciplines and all researchers were equal in their access to high impact factor journals and ability to generate income. To address the biggest distortions, the National Excellence Referential Framework 5 was gradually adopted which attributes a slightly higher point score for publications in Czech journals and monographs in selected humanities and social sciences, but the marginalization of these disciplines is still in evidence. Furthermore, the issue of impact of knowledge was reduced to very particular applicable, marketable results. Recognized applied results conceivable for the social sciences and humanities included certified methodologies and maps, software, and research reports which contain legislatively defined classified information. With its exclusion of civil society organizations, the Methodology denies epistemic authority or even capacity to relevant knowledge stakeholders (Stöckelová, 2012, pp. 16-26) .
Closely tied to the epistemic is the spatial-material dimension. Since 2010 the assessment has been directly tied to the distribution of core institutional funding based on the point scores received. The Methodology attributed disproportionately higher point scores to high impact journals and certain types of patents (Nature, Science, and PNAS among journals and US, Japanese, and European patents garnered 500 points). These established explicit policy geographies focused on specific, particularly Anglo-American, countries and regions. In the new Methodology valid between 2013 and 2015 papers in journals not included in Web of Science, SCOPUS and ERIH in the social sciences, economics, psychology and a few other disciplines, which are assessed according to the same rules as natural and technical sciences, will receive zero points in the first pillar of the Methodology. As of this year, then, many social science publications in Czech will have no monetary value even though they may be significant in epistemic terms. On a side note, none of the versions of the Methodology that have been implemented were modeled in preparatory phases or tested in any way so as to anticipate funding consequences for disciplines.
As regards the temporal dimension, the assessment is carried out on an annual basis covering the previous five years, and determines the annual budgets of research performing organizations. The Methodology itself changed on an annual basis from its inception in 2004 until 2011, thus introducing a high degree of uncertainty into the system. The stress in the RDI Reform is on quick results and fast application, as the policy time frame shrinks to an immediate economic effect. The 'coffee-grinder', as the Methodology has come to be called, is an acceleration apparatus.
In the social dimension, the research assessment has amplified competition and competitiveness in the system. The system punishes cooperation, as point scores are distributed among authors. With a stagnating state budget, governmental, higher education and business enterprise sectors clash in an effort to scoop the largest volume of funding. In this battle for resources, blogs, newspaper and journal articles are published on all sides, alleging inefficiencies and incompetence of the adversaries.
Between compliance and dismissal: the micro-politics of adaptation
As noted earlier, the assessment system did not receive much attention until 2008 and the adoption of the RDI Reform. Once the explicit link was made between assessment points and core funding and the implicit goal of steering funding towards the business enterprise research sector was introduced, the academic community took action. In 2009 demonstrations and events were organized and an NGO called "Věda žije!" [Science is Alive!] was formed. Some 1,000 people gathered for the first and largest demonstration in August 2009. Several leading natural scientists and economists then entered the public space through blogs and newspaper articles where they continue to address the shortcomings of the Methodology and work to unmask its alleged vested interests and opportunities for gaming.
Researchers, however, also respond to the Methodology with less overt forms of opposition and disagreement. Here I will consider this form of micro-politics along the five dimensions of epistemic living spaces. The symbolic and epistemic dimensions clearly beg attention. On one pole, there are a minority of researchers who endorse the new form of governmentality which stresses an entrepreneurial, competitive subjectivity. These researchers often take an opportunistic approach since the Methodology reflects their publication culture, recognizes and awards typical outputs and they do not have to game the system, or-on the contrary-it allows them to flourish in the system fairly easily.
Frequently, researchers in this camp frame their compliance in terms of the traditional ethos of 'Science' evoking individual achievement, independence and striving to be the best in global science. For them, those who criticize the Methodology are poor scientists unable to produce excellent research (i.e., international IF publications). Another strategy is to advocate conducting 'science with impact' or 'usable science' as opposed to science that is 'good for nothing'. In this framing, results with an impact are considered to be those that reach the international community, but they may also be results for the state administration and the business sector. These researchers' compliance is a conscious act of endorsement in an environment where norms are in flux and in need of justification.
On the other pole, there are those who dismiss the new system on epistemic and ethical grounds. In rejecting it they, too, invoke traditional 'Science' and claim to act as if nothing were happening, hoping that [the system] will just collapse (humanities, group interview).
These researchers invoke autonomy and independence, and the tradition of peers making decisions about the quality and relevance of research. They juxtapose quality against 'collecting points', and call those who collect points 'hooray-revolutionaries'. As mentioned in the introduction, the concept of traditional Science is versatile and sufficiently adaptable to argue for divergent ways of ordering research (Law, 1994) , and the way the spotlight shines allows researchers to highlight their desired value orientation.
There are other strategic responses lying between compliance and rejection. Building on Oliver's typology (1991), compromise is the most frequent coping strategy. Researchers strive to balance multiple expectations along the research, entrepreneurial and administrative axes and placate the assessment system. Strategic publication is a case in point-far more thought now goes into considerations of where to publish and how to space and time publications to fit the times of grants, and institutional and individual evaluations.
I have always sent my papers to my favourite journal which everyone in my field reads and which has an IF of 3, but with the coffee grinder, yes, I sent it to Physical Review, which has an IF of 5. Of course it was published there but now fewer people in my field will read it because it's a journal for the whole of physics but then we'll get more points for it. (natural scientist)
Other strategies include camouflage (dressing up one result as another which counts) and circumvention (continuing to do what you want to do while also doing something that counts). Researchers also report gaming techniques such as salami publishing, shingling (publishing the same result with a different twist in differently 'focused' papers) and creating outputs that 'count' without much merit such as software, maps, prototypes, and Czech patents. These practices clearly show that researchers are strategically adapting their behavior to the changing conditions, seeking ways to continue to do research the way they have been trained to do and enjoy doing while complying with the new demands. They are aware of the ambiguous nature of the coping strategies available, which present an uneasy ethical mix involving compromise, challenge and mollification.
What is happening now in the scientific environment is quite contradictory because on the one hand there are these actions which interrogate these systemic changes and on the other hand these stratagems de facto give legitimacy to these changes... (group interview, humanities) In terms of time, researchers lament the process of acceleration and the need to publish very quickly, voicing regret that it is now impossible to write a substantive paper which would have major scientific impact. Instead, they feel the pressure to publish the 'smallest publishable unit'. Relatedly, grants researchers apply for may reportedly be 'safe' or 'ready' projects where they know the results are secured and will be published within the duration of the project (cf. Anderson, 2008, p. 266 ). They discuss not being able or willing to launch into uncharted territories or start a completely new topic where immediate publication is not guaranteed. They are also critical of the need to specify ahead of time precise outcomes of planned research projects and the types of results they will obtain.
The assessment system has profound effects in terms of sociality. The change in atmosphere is palpable, and has affected well-being and work satisfaction on the individual level, with researchers reporting a loss of joy and job satisfaction, and increasing levels of stress. Heightened competitiveness is discussed in the spatial terms of 'the safety of our lab' versus 'the corridor'. Researchers feel forced to be strategic in their behavior: They also voice fears of their results work being 'stolen' and having to make constantly sure their work is recognized.
I think we have crossed a boundary to the detriment of collegiality and ability to cooperate. People consider who they are going to cooperate with so they don't end up doing poorly in the competition. (natural scientist)
Buffering is a response that may be particular to the natural sciences with its dynamic teams headed by a lab leader and rotating doctoral students and postdoctoral fellows. The head of the team can act as a 'buffer', as one lab leader put it, against the assessment demands grinding down every single individual. However, while buffering may work on a lab level in an institutional assessment, it does not protect individual researchers once they move away and are assessed individually. There the assessment gaze is again strictly individualized.
Conclusions
The historical and structural features of a system are crucial for the choice and viability of strategies researchers adopt (Morris & Rip, 2006, p. 261) . In their analysis Linkova and Stockelova (2012) underscore the strategic use of research assessment since 1989 as an instrument for, first, de-politicizing and later re-politicizing research by various stakeholders in the Czech system of research, development and innovation. To take this analysis of research assessment in the Czech Republic further, the main aim of this paper has been to analyze the effects of research assessment on public research practice and the micro-politics of researchers' strategic responses.
Firstly, I argued that most of the researchers' critiques and resistances as well as their (much less frequent) endorsement of the Methodology are located within traditional 'Science' values stressing autonomy and peer judgment on the one hand or individual performance, primacy and competitiveness on the other. Overall, researchers are showing adaptation to the new types of governmentality even as many of them dismiss the Methodology as a flawed instrument for measuring the quality and relevance of research.
Secondly, my findings show that changes in the research system cannot be conceptualized linearly in terms of a shift from one governmentality regime to another. Indeed, the multifarious framings of Science in researchers' statements, which do not always sit easily together, suggest that we are witnessing a partial institutionalization of the new neo-technocratic and neo-liberal forms of managerialism while the neo-corporativist form continues to hold sway even as it is being gradually eroded by development of more entrepreneurial subjectivities, particularly in disciplines with opportunities for commercialization and links with industry.
Thirdly, literature on shifting governmentality regimes revolves around the re-framing of the relationship between science and society, highlighting the many new interfaces between the two. Indeed, stakeholder engagement has in many instances become an assessment measure in and of itself, and includes social, cultural, environmental, and economic types of impact. Clearly, debates continue as to how to assess these types of impact (issues of causality, attribution and timescales) (Bornmann, 2013, pp. 218-219) but despite these problems, many national and supranational policies, research funders and concrete research projects look for ways to address science-society engagement.
In the Czech Republic, these concerns are largely absent, taken up only by a few civil society organizations and university and research departments (typically by individuals working on the boundary between the two). Voices arguing for broader engagement of science and society are marginal (one such example is Stöckelová, 2012) . According to these critiques the Czech assessment system should be radically redesigned. These researchers' recognition of the deficiencies of the Methodology is not concerned with the technicalities of point attribution, as some of the other criticisms, but goes to the crux of "whose agenda is seen to hold sway, and whose definition of science is seen as legitimate" (Cohen et al., 2001, p. 162) . It is perhaps not surprising that those who endorse the more entrepreneurial vision of science are not keen to open the space up to other (for instance, environmental or public value) interests as this could compromise the exclusive position the entrepreneurial vision currently enjoys in Czech policy. More surprising is the continued insistence of the camp critical of the neoliberal and neo-technocratic governmentality on the exclusion of the (lay) public and society more generally. Contrary to the common assumption in the research community that insistence on the special place of Science will protect its status, there is the (audible and real) danger that the market-oriented, private interests in research will continue to chip away at the Ivory Tower. Opening up to other societal concerns could actually provide arguments to researchers in the public sector in defense of science responsive to a wider array of values than just economic ones and in so doing help them to uphold some of the ethics they profess.
